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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to amendment filed on 8/4/2004. Claims 1-20 are 
presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lack proper antecedent basis: 
I. the cluster - claim 12, line 2; 

b. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly understood: 

i. claims 1 1 and 12, line 1, it is uncertain whether "the at least one IP 
address" refers to " a plurality of client IP addresses" in claim 8, line 2; 

ii. claim 12, lines 1-2, it is not clearly understood what is meant by 
"wherein at least one IP address is a server IP address" (i.e., the IP 
address in claim 8 is limited to client IP address). 
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Double Patenting 

4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937. 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claim 5 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of copending 
Application No. 09/705,325. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are 
not patentably distinct from each other because both methods for client clustering 
comprise substantially the same elements. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 1-11.13-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over AgganA/al et al. (US 6.714,975). hereinafter referred to as Aggarwal 
in view of Rochberger (US 6.396.842 B1), hereinafter referred to as Rochberger. 

8. As to claim 1 , Aggarwal discloses the invention substantially as claimed, 
including an on-line method of classifying IP addresses into related clusters (col. 2. lines 
55-65; col. 5, lines 49-57; col. 9, lines 57-58) within a distributed information network, 
the method comprising the steps of: 

receiving a plurality of IP addresses (i.e., in step 300, fig. 2, self-learning data is 
collected over time based upon user clicks; col. 5, lines 40-42; col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, 
line 3; in step 710, fig. 9, a client request for page i(k) is received... the client is identified 
by some characteristic such as IP address; col. 9, lines 20-23); 

processing the plurality of IP addresses classification process (i.e.. a spatial 
clustering algorithm using IP address identification; col. 5, lines 50-57; IP addresses 
with logical (domain) names ending with .edu represent a set of students, professors 
and researchers who likely access pages in a similar fashion... this simplified domain- 
based clustering may be used to cluster users into groups; col. 6, lines 66 - col. 7, line 
1 1 ; col. 7, lines 22-26; data mining algorithm; col. 7, lines 36-45); and 

classifying the plurality of IP addresses into related clusters (i.e., classifying 
users into a plurality of user groups based on at least one user characteristic (IP 
address); col. 5, lines 49-57; col. 9, lines 57-58). 
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9. Aggarwal discloses spatial clustering algorithem using IP address (col. 5, lines 50- 
57). However, Aggarwal does not specifically disclose radix encoded trie. Rochberger 
discloses radix encoded trie (col. 1, lines 9-11; col. 8, lines 31-40; col. 10, lines 34-53). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teachings of Aggarwal and Rochberger because Rochberger's radix 
trie would improve the efficiency of data search by using the faster searching algorithm. 

10. As to claim 2, Agganwal discloses gateways, switch (col. 1 , lines 16-29) and data 
communications between clients and server via Internet (fig. 1 ; col. 5, lines 22-24; col. 

1 , lines 17-29). However, Aggarwal does not specifically disclose plurality of IP 
addresses are received from one or more network routers. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include routers 
because it would provide best path for forwarding the data toward its destination. 

11. As to claim 3, Aggarwal discloses the IP addresses are network client IP 
addresses classifying users into a plurality of user groups based on at least one user 
characteristic (IP address); col. 5, lines 49-57; a client request for page i(k) is 
received... the client is identified by some characteristic such as IP address; col. 9, lines 
20-23). 

1 2. As to claim 4, Aggarwal discloses the distributed information network is the World 
Wide Web (i.e., internet application; col. 1 , lines 20-29; col. 2, lines 55-65). 
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13. Claims 5 and 8-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fairchild et al. (US 6,343,320), hereinafter Fairchild, in view of Rochberger (US 
6.396,842 61). 

14. As to claim 8, Fairchild discloses the invention substantially as claimed, including 
a method for determining the relationships between a plurality of client IP addresses 
(col. 10, lines 3-13), the method comprising: 

processing the plurality of client IP addresses (i.e., grouping based on IP 
address; col. 10, lines 3-10); and 

grouping all of the client IP addresses which share a common longest prefix 
matching into at least one client IP grouping (i.e., IP addresses where each peer in a 
group has the same upper 24 bits; col. 10, lines 3-13; 32-bit IP address in which the 
high order 24 bits for a given group are the same; col. 1 1 , lines 3-20). 

15. Aggarwal discloses spatial clustering algorithem using IP address (col. 5, lines 50- 
57). However, Aggarwal does not specifically disclose radix encoded trie. Rochberger 
discloses radix encoded trie (col. 1, lines 9-1 1; col. 8, lines 31-40; col. 10, lines 34-53). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teachings of Aggarwal and Rochberger because Rochberger's radix 
trie would improve the efficiency of data search by using the faster searching algorithm. 



16. As to claim 5, it is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 8 above. In 
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addition, Fairchild discloses extracting client IP addresses from a collection of IP 
addresses (i.e., IP pinging; col. 23, lines 30-36; col. 11, lines 20-30); and performing 
longest prefix matching on each client IP address (i.e., IP addresses where each peer in 
a group has the same upper 24 bits; col. 10, lines 3-13; 32-bit IP address in which the 
high order 24 bits for a given group are the same; col. 1 1 , lines 3-20). 

1 7. As to claims 6, 9 and 1 1 , Fairchild discloses wherein the client IP addresses are 
extracted in real-time from a network server (i.e., IP pinging; col. 23, lines 30-36; col. 1 1 , 
lines 20-30). 

1 8. As to claim 7, Fairchild discloses the distributed information network is the 
Internet (col. 4, lines 48-61). 

1 9. As to claim 10, Fairchild discloses the network servers are at least one of proxy 
servers (222, fig. 2), cache servers (i.e., database server; 226, 244, fig. 2), content 
distribution servers (i.e., HTTP server, 224, fig. 2) and mirror servers (i.e., backup; col. 
7, lines 49-52). 

20. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claims 5 and 8 
above. In addition, Fairchild discloses computer-readable medium containing 
executable instructions (col. 12, lines 30-58). 
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21 . As to claim 18, Aggarwal discloses the at least one IP address is a client IP 
address (col. 10, lines 3-13; col. 11, lines 3-20). 

22. As to claims 1 3-1 6 and 20, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in 
claims 5 and 8 above. 

23. Claims 12 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fairchild et al. (US 6,343,320), Rochberger (US 6,396,842 B1), further in \/\e\N of 
Block et al. (US 6,192,417 81), hereinafter Block. 

24. As to claims 12 and 19, Fairchild and Rochberger do not specifically disclose 
server cluster. However, Block discloses server cluster (fig. 2; col. 4, lines 36-64; col. 
10, lines 15-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Altschuler, Rochberger and Block 
because Block's server clustering would improve the scalability and load-balancing by 
minimizing delay and packet loss by assigning all cluster members the same IP address 
whereby all cluster members receiving all messages. 



Conclusion 



25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 



Application/Control Number: 09/705,675 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 2154 
applicant's disclosure: 

Datta, Pub. No. 2004/0128618, Chari et al, Pub. No. 2004/0085928, Gunduc et al, Pub. 
No. 2004/0153558 disclose method and system for clustering of servers and clustering 
of clients to increase availability of an application and to improve response time for the 
application service. 

26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jungwon Chang whose telephone number is (703)305- 
9669. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00 (Monday-Friday). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John A Follansbee can be reached on (703)305-8498. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305- 
9669. 




JWC 

October 13, 2004 



